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- Th MAILING DATE of this communication appears on th cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )[2 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 June 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) 17-26.28,29,37.38 and 44-74 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 17-26. 28. 29,37.38 and 44-74 is/are rejected. - 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)D All b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 . 

Attach ment(s) 

1 ) IS Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) Paper No(s). . 

2) D Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) [3 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) 16 . 6) (3 Other: see attached office action . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 6/9/03 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 17-26, 28, 29, 37, 38 and 44-74 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 17, 18, 20-22, 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 44, 45, 48-52, 55-59, 61-69, 71-73 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Perlman et al. (5,309,437). 

5. For claim 17, Perlman teaches a switch (see abstract; col. 1, lines 5-15; col. 5, lines 14- 
25; BLIP) comprising: 

a. A plurality of ports (col. 5, lines 35-37); 

b. A mechanism to determine (col. 5, lines 35-50), using layer 3 (L3) information 
(col. 3, line 55-col. 4, line 25; IP) contained in a packet received (col. 5, line 65 - col. 6, 
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line 5) by a source port of the plurality of ports (Fig. 1, connection to external routers), 
which one of the plurality of ports is coupled to a destination device (Fig. 1 , connection 
to multiple LANs) and to transfer information contained in the packet to the destination 
device without use of a routing function (col. 5, lines 35-50; the device uses a "bridge- 
like manner" for EP traffic). 

6. For claim 1 8, Perlman teaches that the plurality of ports includes: 

a. A first plurality of ports coupled to a plurality of devices, including the 
destination device, associated with at least two networks (col. 8, lines 10-20), and 

b. A second plurality of ports coupled to a router (col. 8, lines 20-25). 

7. For claim 20, Perlman teaches that the mechanism analyzes data transmitted between the 
router and the destination device (Fig. 2, esp. 2B, #64). 

8. For claim 2 1 , Perlman teaches that the data is packetized in accordance with an Address 
Resolution Protocol (col. 5, line 50 - col. 6, line 5; ARP). 

9. For claim 22, Perlman teaches that the mechanism generates a data structure (col. 6, lines 
20-37; router database) including layer 2 (L2) addresses (data link layer addresses, i.e. MAC) 
and corresponding layer 3 (L3) addresses associated with the destination device prior to 
transferring information to the destination device (col. 6, lines 37-50). 

10. Claims 24 and 26 combined are drawn to the limitations in claims 17, 20 and 22 
combined. Therefore, since claims 17, 20 and 22 are rejected, claims 24 and 26 are also rejected 
for the reasons above. 

1 1 . Claim 25 is drawn to the limitations in claim 2 1 . Therefore, since claim 2 1 is rejected, 
claim 25 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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12. Claim 28 is drawn to a network system that implements the method drawn in claims 17, 
18, and 22. It is well known in the art that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to 
the underlying method. Therefore, since claims 17, 18 and 22 are rejected, claim 28 is also 
rejected for the reasons above. A teaching that shows the functional equivalence will be 
included upon request. 

13. Claim 29 is drawn to the limitations that the two networks are separate and distinct, and 
that the switch is remotely located from the router. Claim 18 addresses the fact that the 
destination devices are on one set of ports while the source devices are on a second set of ports. 
Claim 28 has the limitations of a destination device on one network and a source device on 
another network, which means that the first network is on a separate set of ports from the second 
network. Thus, the two networks are inherently separate and distinct. As for the router being 
remotely located, Perlman teaches this as well (Fig. 1). 

14. Claim 37 is drawn to a method that effectively describes the activities undertaken by the 
hardware system as drawn in claims 17 and 20. It is well known in the art that the underlying 
method of a given system is functionally equivalent to said system. Therefore, since claims 17 
and 20 are rejected, then claim 37 is also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching regarding 
the method/system equivalence is available upon request. 

15. Claims 44 and 45 are drawn to the limitations in claim 18 and 28. Therefore, since 
claims 18 and 28 are rejected, claims 44 and 45 are also rejected for the reasons above. A 
discussion showing this is similar to that of the claim 29 discussion above, in which it is 
inherent, via the aspects of the claim language and of switch ports, that the source and 
destination are on separate networks, and that the ports are thus connected to separate networks. 



Application/Control Number: 09/488,945 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2141 

Further, by separating the ports, one inherently defines one set as connected to a separate 
network from the other set. 

16. Claims 48 and 49 are drawn to the limitations in claim 17. Therefore, since claim 17 is 
rejected, claims 48 and 49 are also rejected for the reasons above. 

17. Claims 50 and 51 are drawn to the limitations in claim 22. Therefore, since claim 22 is 
rejected, claims 50 and 51 are also rejected for the reasons above. 

18. Claim 52 is drawn to the limitations in claims 17 and 22. Therefore, since claims 17 and 
22 are rejected, claim 52 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

19. Claim 55 is drawn to the limitations in claim 20. Therefore, since claim 20 is rejected, 
claim 55 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

20. Claim 56 is drawn to the limitations in claim 21. Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 56 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

21. Claim 57 is drawn to the limitations in claim 29. Therefore, since claim 29 is rejected, 
claim 57 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

22. Claim 58 is drawn to the limitations in claim 50. Therefore, since claim 50 is rejected, 
claim 58 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

23. Claim 59 is drawn to the limitations in claims 17 and 20. Therefore, since claims 17 and 
20 are rejected, claim 59 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

24. Claim 61 is drawn to the limitations in claim 20. Therefore, since claim 20 is rejected, 
claim 61 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

25. Claim 62 is drawn to the limitations in claim 21. Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 62 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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26. Claim 63 is drawn to the limitations in claim 29. Therefore, since claim 29 is rejected, 
claim 63 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

27. Claim 64 is drawn to the limitations in claim 59. Therefore, since claim 59 is rejected, 
claim 64 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

28. Claim 65 is drawn to the limitations in claim 21. Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 65 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

29. Claim 66 is drawn to the limitations in claim 50. Therefore, since claim 50 is rejected, 
claim 66 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

30. Claim 67 is drawn to the limitations in claim 17. Therefore, since claim 17 is rejected, 
claim 67 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

3 1 . Claim 68 is drawn to the limitations in claim 22. Therefore, since claim 22 is rejected, 
claim 68 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

32. Claim 69 is drawn to the limitations in claim 29. Therefore, since claim 29 is rejected, 
claim 69 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

33. Claims 71-73 drawn to a method that effectively describes the activities undertaken by 
the hardware system as drawn in claims 67-69. It is well known in the art that the underlying 
method of a given system is functionally equivalent to said system. Therefore, since claims 67- 
69 are rejected, then claims 71-73 also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching regarding the 
method/system equivalence is available upon request. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

34. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

35. Claims 19, 38, 46, 47, 53, 54, 60, 70, 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Perlman as applied to claims 17, 18, 20-22, 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 44, 45, 48-52, 
55-59, 61-69, 71-73 above, and further in view of Ross (5,394,402). 

36. For claim 19, Ross teaches a method of connecting multiple networks (abstract) where 
both of the at least two networks are virtual local area networks (VLAN or virtual LAN) (col. 2, 
lines 45-50). Perlman, the primary reference, teaches the interconnection of various LANs that 
are similar to virtual LANs (col 4, lines 53-65), but does not expressly disclose that the networks 
are VLANs. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
used VLANs, which were well known in the art, in a Perlman "extended LAN" so as to achieve 
certain benefits such as better security and bandwidth (col. 2, lines 6-30). 

37. Claim 38 is drawn to a method that effectively describes the activities undertaken by the 
hardware system as drawn in claim 19. It is well known in the art that the underlying method of 
a given system is functionally equivalent to said system. Therefore, since claim 19 is rejected, 
then claim 38 is also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching regarding the method/system 
equivalence is available upon request. 

38. Claims 46 and 47 are drawn to a method that effectively describes the activities 
undertaken by the hardware system as drawn in claim 19. It is well known in the art that the 
underlying method of a given system is functionally equivalent to said system. Therefore, since 
claim 19 is rejected, then claims 46 and 47 are also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching 
regarding the method/system equivalence is available upon request. 
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39. Claims 53 and 54 are drawn to the limitations in claims 18 and 19. Therefore, since 
claims 18 and 19 are rejected, claims 53 and 54 are also rejected for the reasons above. 

40. Claim 60 is drawn to the limitations in claims 18 and 19. Therefore, since claims 18 and 
19 are rejected, claim 60 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

41. Claim 70 is drawn to the limitations in claim 19. Therefore, since claim 19 is rejected, 
claim 70 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

42. Claim 74 is drawn to a method that effectively describes the activities undertaken by the 
hardware system as drawn in claim 70. It is well known in the art that the underlying method of 
a given system is functionally equivalent to said system. Therefore, since claim 70 is rejected, 
then claim 74 is also rejected for the reasons above. A teaching regarding the method/system 
equivalence is available upon request. 

43. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
applied to claims 17, 18, 20-22, 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 44, 45, 48-52, 55-59, 61-69, 71-73 above, and 
further in view of Civanlar et al (5,805,805). 

44. For claim 23, Perlman teaches that the destination device includes at least two LAN 
networks (see rejection of claim 18), but does not expressly disclose that the destination device 
includes a server associated with one of the at least two networks. That is, Perlman does not 
expressly disclose the setup of a LAN, or that said LAN would consist of a server and/or clients, 
but instead leaves the LAN as a "black box" so that a variety of LAN configurations may be 
used. Civanlar teaches this limitation (abstract; Fig. 1-3). At the time the invention was made, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that a LAN includes a server, such 
configurations being well known in the art, so that Perlman may be compatible with LAN 
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configurations that are well known in the art, i.e. so that a user can connect to the internet 
through a local gateway server or ISP (Perlman, col. 1, lines 20-35), which would allow the LAN 
to have greater bandwidth, as internal networks are faster than external networks. 

45. Examiner also takes Official Notice (see MPEP § 2144.03) that "a server is associated 
with at least one network" in a computer networking environment was well known in the art at 
the time the invention was made. Indeed, a LAN usually involves a server of some type, be it a 
content server for storing shared data or a gateway server for sharing an external connection, 
connected to a set of clients and to a larger network. At the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have known to interpret a LAN as including a gateway. The 
motivations for doing so are the same as those in the Civanlar rejection. 

46. The Applicant is entitled to traverse any/all official notice taken in this action according to MPEP § 
2144.03. However, MPEP § 2144.03 further states "See also In re Boon, 439 F.2d 724, 169 USPQ 231 
(CCPA 1971) (a challenge to the taking of judicial notice must contain adequate information or argument 
to create on its face a reasonable doubt regarding the circumstances justifying the judicial notice)." 
Specifically, In re Boon, 169 USPQ 231, 234 states "as we held in Ahlert, an applicant must be given the 
opportunity to challenge either the correctness of the fact asserted or the notoriety or repute of the 
reference cited in support of the assertion. We did not mean to imply by this statement that a bald 
challenge, with nothing more, would be all that was needed". Further note that 37 CFR § 1 .671(c)(3) 
states "Judicial notice means official notice". Thus, a traversal by the Applicant that is merely "a bald 
challenge, with nothing more" will be given very little weight. 

47. Claims 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 38, 44-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Perlman in view of Ross and Civanlar, as applied above. 
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48. For claims 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 38, 44-74, they do not teach or define above the 
correspondingly rejected claims 17-23 and thus claims 24-26, 28, 29, 37, 38, 44-74 are rejected 
for the reasons given above. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would recognize the functional equivalence of a hardware system, a software system, and the 
underlying method. 



49. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H Pollack whose telephone number is (703) 305-4641 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (703) 305-4003. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800. 



Conclusion 



MHP 

29 October 2003 




RURAL DHARIA 
RVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



